In recent years there has been an increasing interest in the incorporation of distributed energy resource (DER) systems such as combined heat and power (CHP) and combined cooling, heating, and power (CCHP) in commercial building applications as they have shown considerable environmental and financial benefits when compared to conventional energy generation. This paper aims to investigate the potential energy, carbon emissions, and financial impact of the size of co/tri-generation systems on a real case scenario of an existing UK hotel. The analysis is carried out using Thermal Analysis Simulation software (TAS) and a payback methodology is adopted to carry out the financial analysis. The results show that the average percentage decrease in carbon emissions with CHP is 32% and with CCHP it is 36%. Whilst both CHP and CCHP systems increase energy consumption in the building, the costs are reduced, and a CHP system contributes to a higher percentage of cost savings and shorter payback periods. The incorporation of a CCHP system leads to lower energy consumption for a similar-sized CHP system. Further simulations under future climate projections revealed that a CCHP system outperforms a CHP system.
Introduction
A projected increase in energy demand combined with a growing energy supply gap means that energy generation must be optimised. Traditionally, energy consumption loads are supplied by electricity from the national grid and/or heat generated via fuel burning in a boiler. This conventional approach to generating energy 'separately' tends to have a low efficiency of 30-45% [1] . Consequently, in recent years there has been an increasing interest in the incorporation of distributed energy resource (DER) systems, ranging from renewables to co/tri-generation systems, in residential and commercial buildings. Combined heat and power (CHP) or cogeneration is an alternative method that utilises by-product heat, which can amount up to 80% of total primary energy during electricity generation [1] .
Studies have shown CHP can improve efficiency by over 30% and deliver primary energy savings of more than 50% when compared to conventional energy generation [2, 3] . Combined cooling, heating, and power (CCHP) also known as tri-generation originated from CHP. The difference between the two systems is that CCHP further utilises by-product heat to provide cooling [4] . CHP benefits from more than 100 years of experience in both commercial and residential applications and is usually described as the generation of electricity and thermal energy using one primary energy source. Since the introduction of the 2004 EC Directive on the promotion of cogeneration [5] the UK government has actively supported and promoted the development of cogeneration in the UK by introducing the initiative 'CHP Focus'. The initiative aims to inform and guide residential and commercial users regarding CHP as a technology and provide approaches to financing a CHP plant [6] . Consequently, between 2007 and 2016 the UK has seen an increase in the installation of CHP units by 48.97% [7] .
The development of CCHP technology and on-site application gained popularity in the last two decades and have been widely introduced in research into commercial building applications, such as hospitals, office buildings, and hotels [8, 9] . Air conditioning and cooling systems are standard in many commercial buildings, even in countries with a cooler climate, such as the UK [10] . A CCHP unit will allow the utilisation of excess heat for cooling by creating water at sufficiently low temperatures to be used for air conditioning [4] . Due to this, the overall efficiency of a CCHP unit is significantly higher in comparison to the CHP plant and tri-generation systems can reach overall efficiencies up to 93% [11] .
With an occupancy rate of 90% and constant electric and heat demand and seasonal cooling loads, the case study building, the Hilton Reading hotel, is a suitable candidate for the comparison of CHP and CCHP systems. This paper aims to investigate the potential benefits/costs associated with co/tri-generation systems in terms of energy consumption, carbon emissions, and financially on a real case scenario of a UK hotel. To analyse the effects of the CHP and CCHP systems on the building case study, Thermal Analysis Simulation (TAS) software will be used to develop a comprehensive model using relevant building data such as floor plans, building operating data, and building fabric/HVAC/system information. Once the baseline model has been generated the system modelling results will be validated by comparing against actual building energy consumption. The next phase of analysis requires the incorporation of various-sized CHP and then CCHP units into the building model. Based on this, the performance of the building in terms of energy consumption, and carbon emissions will be compared for the CHP systems against the CCHP systems. Subsequently, the systems will be simulated with the 2020s and 2050s TRY weather files to examine their performance under future climatic scenarios. To conduct the financial analysis, a payback methodology is adopted.
Literature Review
The UK government is committed to reducing carbon emissions by 80%, comparative to the 1990 baseline, by 2050. In addition, the recast 2010 Energy Performance Building Directive (EPBD) requires all new buildings (including buildings that will undergo renovations) to be nearly zero energy buildings (NZEBs) by 2020. The building sector is currently the largest consumer of energy across Europe, meaning that it plays a vital role in aiding to reach this target [12] . Several studies have suggested that the implementation of cogeneration and tri-generation systems have a great potential to improve the energy efficiency of buildings [9, [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] . An investigation of the energy, economic, and environmental benefits of CHP-heat pump hybrids in a hotel and a hospital reference building [17] concluded that when units are selected with a focus on cost-savings, lower energy savings are achieved. Therefore, units should be selected based on a balance of cost and energy savings.
Mago and Smith [18] evaluated the benefits from the use of CHP in various commercial building applications and suggested that when a CHP is designed to provide a larger percentage of the thermal demand of the building, better emissions, costs, and primary energy consumption savings are reached. A 2017 feasibility study of an organic Rankine cycle (ORC)-type CHP and CCHP systems in Spain concluded that whilst CHP offered the most profitability in medium-severe to severe-winter climate Energies 2018, 11, 1219 3 of 15 zones, the CCHP performed the best in medium-to-severe winter climate zones [19] . The work of Mago, Fumo, and Chamra [20] highlighted the difference between the performance of CHP and CCHP systems following either the thermal load (FTL) or the electric load (FEL). It was observed that FTL-focused CHP and CCHP and FEL-focused CCHP reduced the primary energy consumption and carbon emissions for the various US cities evaluated, while the FEL-focused CHP increased the primary energy consumption and carbon emissions.
The size of CHP and CCHP systems, their module efficiencies, various systems' components, and operation load are factors which directly influence the overall output and performance of the units. Typically, in studies and real-life applications a CHP system is sized to deliver a thermal load matching the building's base heat load [21, 22] . This method ensures that heat is efficiently utilised, and if additional electricity is needed or generated, then this can be purchased or sold to the grid, respectively. Santini and Romito [23] investigated the sizing of cogeneration and tri-generation systems on a commercial building. They suggest that both CHP and CCHP plants should be sized based on the base heat load of the building. Likewise, several studies [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] have shown that 'properly sizing' a CHP and CCHP is essential to effectively reducing primary energy consumption and that reductions can be more than 33% compared to a reference building. Based on this, it can be concluded that the units should be sized based on the baseload heat requirements of the building and this will be applied for the case study presented in this paper.
A case-study approach is adopted; therefore, it is essential that the selected case-study is representative of other UK hotel buildings. As it stands, the main limitation associated with the case-study approach would be the variations found between the architectural design of the case-study and the existing building stock. Wei et al. [29] investigated the influence of architectural design on building energy use in cold climates. The work concluded that cooling and electricity use are predominantly affected by the overall building scale; meanwhile, annual heating energy consumption is influenced by the number of floors. With regards to the influence of the geometrical parameters of the buildings, Zhang et al. [30] found that a window-to-wall ratio (WWR) of 20-40% had the best performance in terms of energy demand and thermal comfort. The selected case study falls within this category as it has a WWR of 30%. In addition, it was concluded that the energy demand of the building is not affected by orientation, unlike thermal comfort. Therefore, although a case-study approach has been adopted for this paper, the applicability of the results to similar-sized UK hotel buildings remain.
From the reviewed literature, it can be seen that there are a considerable number of studies on both CHP and CCHP systems which consider the energy, emissions, and cost savings. However, the majority of studies do consider the systems separately and the two systems are typically only directly compared theoretically.
Methodology

Building Description and Modelling
The selected case study is the Hilton Reading hotel located in Reading, Berkshire and constructed in 2009. It is a four-storey hotel, with a total floor area of 12,365 m 2 , and a curtain wall glazed façade system. The windows are double glazed-4 mm clear pane; 50 mm air gap and 4 mm clear pane. Figure 1a shows the typical floor plan of the hotel for the first, second, and third floors, which are made up of en-suite bedrooms. The ground floor is comprised of the reception area, offices, meeting and conference rooms, changing rooms, kitchen/restaurant/bar, and fitness/sauna/pool area. The building complies with the 2006 UK building regulations; it is sealed and fully air conditioned. Air handling units (AHU) and fan coil units (FCU), located on the rooftop, provide heating/cooling to all building floors and individual bedrooms/ meeting rooms, respectively. To meet the domestic hot water (DHW) demand across the hotel, six gas fired boilers are in use.
Building modelling and simulation software TAS is used to predict energy performance, baseline, and mitigated CO 2 emissions [31] . To match the actual orientation of the building, the latitude is Energies 2018, 11, 1219 4 of 15 changed to 51.43 degrees north, the longitude is −0.98 degrees east, and the UTC to +0.00. Initially, the model created in TAS is a replica of the existing state of the building as shown in Figure 1b ,c. Refer to [32] for a detailed description of the modelling process in TAS. The type of weather file selected for carrying out the analysis is the London Test Reference Year (TRY). This is selected because the Design Summer Year (DSY) weather file is suitable for overheating analysis. Meanwhile, the Test Reference Year (TRY) is suitable for "energy analysis and compliance with the UK Building Regulations (Part L)" [33] .
Part of the analysis involves the examination of the units under various climatic scenarios. These will be based on future projections. For each scenario, there are three emission cases: 'low', 'medium', and 'high'. The projected emissions scenarios range from low-energy usage and carbon emissions to high fossil fuel usage and carbon emissions [34] . According to the Climate Change Committee the 'medium emissions' scenario represents a 'business as usual' increase in consumption of fossil fuels and carbon emissions and will be selected for all time periods. The lifespan of C/CHP units are typically more than 15 years [35] , therefore, the weather files to be simulated are the 'TRY London' adapted to UKCP09 'medium' scenarios for 2020s and 2050s projections [36] .
The co/tri-generation circuit is designed in TAS by inputting relevant component details, such as 'fuel source', 'heat: power ratio', 'heating/cooling source capacity', 'distribution efficiency', etc. Absorption chillers have been selected to deliver the tri-generation. With water operating as the refrigerant and lithium bromide salt operating as the absorbant. The lowest temperature range to be achieved throughout the hotel should be in the range of 6-12 • C. A coefficient of performance (CoP) of 0.80 is used for the absorption chiller and an efficiency of 0.85 is used for the air handling unit (Cibse, 2012) . The total efficiency of the heating component is, therefore, estimated to be 80% (the efficiency of the AHU) and the total efficiency of the cooling components is calculated as (0.80 × 0.85) × 100 = 68%.
Modelling Assumptions
•
It is assumed that the hotel is occupied 24 h, seven days a week. This is selected based on average occupancy patterns in the hotel.
The National Calculation Method (NCM) database will be used to represent all zones, including circulation, reception, and toilets, as shown in Table 1 . It will be assumed that these conditions are the actual current conditions of the hotel.
Fully adopting the CIBSE TRY weather files without any alterations and assuming that they are valid and relevant to the microclimate of Reading.
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• Figure 2 shows the external temperature and global solar radiation of the simulation weather data and the 3D visualisation of the resultant temperature on the building case study. 
Financial Analysis
Although the capital investment cost of C/CHP systems is considerably higher in comparison to conventional boilers, these systems have been proven to yield significant cost savings [37, 38] . However, this is highly dependent on whether the system is implemented in an application where the heat is efficiently utilised. A payback methodology is adopted to carry out the financial analysis because this type of analysis is a useful tool in assessing the economic viability of the systems and suitability of the selected size [11, 23] . Net benefits per annum is, therefore, calculated to determine whether investing in the systems is a beneficial and practical option financially. The payback period is calculated following Equations (1)-(4a) which have been adopted and reproduced from Cibse GPG 388 [39] : 
Although the capital investment cost of C/CHP systems is considerably higher in comparison to conventional boilers, these systems have been proven to yield significant cost savings [37, 38] . However, this is highly dependent on whether the system is implemented in an application where the heat is efficiently utilised. A payback methodology is adopted to carry out the financial analysis because this type of analysis is a useful tool in assessing the economic viability of the systems and suitability of the selected size [11, 23] . Net benefits per annum is, therefore, calculated to determine whether investing in the systems is a beneficial and practical option financially. The payback period is calculated following Equations (1)-(4a) which have been adopted and reproduced from Cibse GPG 388 [39] :
Possible grants/loans were not taken into consideration, however, the Climate Change Levy (CCL) exemption rates have been applied. CCL rates (2018) have been obtained as shown in Table 2 and incorporated into the final calculations because all the examined systems reach the threshold criteria for Good Quality CHP [40] . The CHP Quality Assurance programme (CHPQA) evaluates systems (<2 MWe) on having a Quality Index (QI) rating of at least 100, and a power efficiency greater than 20% [41, 42] . The units will operate for 17 h per day between 07:00-00:00 because operating outside those hours would lead to financial losses. ∑ Costs = C/CHP f uel cost × Maintenance Cost
Possible grants/loans were not taken into consideration, however, the Climate Change Levy (CCL) exemption rates have been applied. CCL rates (2018) have been obtained as shown in Table 2 and incorporated into the final calculations because all the examined systems reach the threshold criteria for Good Quality CHP [40] . The CHP Quality Assurance programme (CHPQA) evaluates systems (<2 MWe) on having a Quality Index (QI) rating of at least 100, and a power efficiency greater than 20% [41, 42] . The units will operate for 17 h per day between 07:00-00:00 because operating outside those hours would lead to financial losses. [39, 41] 0.90 Climate Change Levy (CCL) rate for gas (pence/kWh) [40] 0.203 CCL rate for Electricity (pence/kWh) [40] 0.583 C/CHP installation cost (£/kWe) [39, 41] 500-1200 Anticipated running hours 17 h per day
Results and Discussion
To evaluate the impact of the systems to be incorporated on the case-study building, the initial simulation is conducted to reflect the actual current state of the hotel without any alterations. To validate the simulation results obtained from TAS the simulated energy consumption value is compared with the actual building's energy consumption. The simulation model was thoroughly populated to reproduce all the characteristics and systems of the building as built. The total energy consumption value considers heating, cooling, auxiliary, lighting, DHW, equipment, and is the net of any electrical energy displaced by the C/CHP generators (if applicable). The carbon emissions are calculated based on considerations, such as the type of building systems, air/plant side HVAC control(s), building envelope elements (insulation, glazing etc.), lighting/daylighting interaction(s), energy consumption, occupancy schedule, and fuel type [31] . Despite this, from Figure 3 , it can be seen that the energy consumption of the baseline model obtained from TAS is lower than the building's actual consumption by almost 30%, which is mainly due to the omission of energy uses, such as catering services. Catering services are one of the main energy-consuming activities in hotels after heating, including hot water, cooling, and, lighting [43] . This is corroborated by Rotimi et al. [44] who demonstrated that the performance gap between actual data and the simulation model can be significantly improved by considering catering energy use. Thus, to improve the result obtained for the baseline model and decrease the discrepancy between simulation and actual consumption, the catering energy use is considered by adopting a benchmark value from Cibse TM50: energy efficiency in commercial kitchens [45] . The operational energy usage benchmark per meal served for a 'good practice, business/holiday hotel' facility is 1.46 kWh for electricity and 2.54 kWh for fuel. This benchmark, along with the actual average number of meals served in the hotel, have contributed to a significant improvement in the estimated energy consumption value with the percentage error being reduced to 10%. Even though this 10% is an underestimation of the actual average energy consumption of the building, it should be noted that the accuracy of the simulation results also depends on factors, such as the weather data used for the simulation, which should ideally replicate the microclimate of the building's location and actual occupancy rates. This is challenging to achieve and can lead to the variation between simulated and actual energy consumption.
After validating the baseline model, the CHP and CCHP systems were initially sized to deliver a constant base heat load for the building, as discussed previously. To do so, the breakdown of the monthly energy consumption is explored to identify the month when the base heat load consumption is likely to occur. Looking at Figure 4a it can be seen that, for both the TAS system model and actual building consumption, July has the lowest energy consumption in comparison to other months. Subsequently, the hourly heat consumption, obtained from TAS, is examined to identify the base load and select the initial system size. It is recommended that the base heat load is selected from the estimated hours of use for the unit. Therefore, looking at Figure 4b the base heat load between 07:00-00:00 h occurs at 16:00 h and is 246 kWh. Based on this, the initial system will be sized as a 150 kWe unit, which is selected by examining typical C/CHP unit ratings and matching their thermal output to the base heat load of the building [7, 39] . Although the monthly heating consumption could have been examined to identify the base heat load, it is recommended for maximum accuracy that the hourly (and, if possible, half-hourly) consumption is utilised instead [39] . Once the initial size was established, smaller and larger sized systems were trialled to assess the impact this would have on the performance of the building in terms of energy consumption, carbon emissions, and for the financial analysis.
From Figure 5 the general trend observed is that as the size of the CHP and CCHP systems increase, the energy consumption of the building increases. The comparison of Figure 5a ,b illustrates that incorporating a CCHP system leads to a lower energy consumption value for a similar-sized CHP system when the energy consumption of the existing chiller is considered. If the baseline building did not have an existing chiller, the energy consumption with the CCHP would have been higher. This suggests that the CCHP system is an advantageous solution when incorporated in a building with existing constant or seasonal cooling demand. On average, the CHP system contributed to a 10.4% increase in energy consumption. Looking at the carbon emission reductions both systems contribute to considerable reductions. The average percentage decrease of carbon emissions with CHP is 32% and with CCHP it is 36%. The larger-sized systems contributed to a larger percentage of carbon emission reductions, despite the increase in fuel input, because of two main reasons: firstly, the thermal energy produced by the systems displaces combustion of the fuel that would otherwise be consumed in an onsite boiler. Therefore, a larger-sized system increases the boiler fuel emission savings; Secondly, the carbon emission production with C/CHP units considers the grid displaced electricity emission savings, therefore, as the size of the unit increases, the savings also increase [41] . Despite this, the average difference, in terms of emission reductions, between the smallest unit and the largest unit is less than 13%. Meaning that the larger systems' contribution towards reducing emissions is not significant enough to justify their incorporation. This, in addition to the excess heat generation that occurs with the larger units, illustrates the importance of selecting an appropriately-sized unit that matches the building's energy requirements as opposed to over-sizing or under-sizing the selected system. Figure 6 presents the results of the performance of the building with and without the 150 kWe CHP and CCHP systems under future climatic projections. The purpose of simulating the building once again with the two systems is to consider the impact of a changing climate on key building performance parameters. The projections showed a constant increase in temperature over stipulated timelines. Whilst this caused the annual heating demand and carbon emissions due to heating to marginally decline, the cooling demand increased substantially. It was interesting to observe that between the CHP system and the CCHP, the latter's performance in terms of energy consumption and carbon emissions, remained unaffected under future climatic timelines. In fact, the CCHP unit's useful power output increased by approximately 12% under future climatic projections (particularly during the summer months) with very little/no increase in fuel consumption. Looking at Figure 6 there is an increasing trend of energy consumption and carbon emissions as future timelines are simulated regardless of whether a co/tri-generation system is in place. The key findings from this were that the average percentage increase for the annual energy consumption with CHP was 13.48% and 16.65% for the 2020s and 2050s weather projections, respectively. Meanwhile, the average percentage increase for the annual energy consumption with CCHP is almost negligible; with the largest difference between the baseline weather file and the 2080s weather projection being 1.10%. A similar increasing trend in the case of the building emission rate was observed with CHP of 4.28% and 12.04% for the 2020s and 2050s weather projections, respectively. Contrariwise, the average percentage increase for the annual carbon emissions with CCHP was 0.95% and 1.62% for the 2020s and 2050s weather projections, respectively. It should however be noted that the results generated do not consider the projected decarbonisation of the grid. According to International Tourism Partnership's (ITP) Hotel Decarbonisation Report [46] if the 'Sectoral Decarbonisation Approach' scenario to meet the limiting of global temperature rise to 2 • C is accomplished, then it is expected that a 40% decarbonisation of the grid will occur by 2050. Moreover, the Department of Business Energy and Industrial Service's (BEIS) Energy and Emissions Projection (EEP) report [47] has projected that the Grid Carbon Factor will decrease from 212 g to 66 g between 2017 and 2035. Furthermore, DEFRA [48] reported that, in 2016, it was already cheaper to run electric heating than gas heating (if using a ground source heat pump) and it is expected that, by 2020, using grid electricity will lead to lower emissions in comparison to burning natural gas on site. This may indicate that, eventually, C/CHP units will no longer make an effective contribution to reducing emissions. Nonetheless, this should not undermine the potential energy and cost benefits of incorporating C/CHP systems because it has been recognised that those systems can be seen as vital "transitional measures" that have the potential to offer significant contributions in the long-term towards a sustainable and low-emission energy system [49] [50] [51] .
Furthermore, it is worth noting that the baseline model (without C/CHP) had a percentage increase of 30% in energy consumption from the baseline weather scenario to the 2050s weather projection. Even though the 'medium' emissions timeline scenario is selected and not the 'high'. Selection of the 'high' timeline scenario would have contributed to an even more significant increase in energy consumption and carbon emissions. This is because of the considerable increase in projected temperatures from the 'medium' to the 'high' timeline scenario. Nonetheless, this demonstrates that the incorporation of either the CHP or CCHP system is advantageous to maintaining the overall performance of the building even under potentially different climatic conditions. Figure 7 presents the results for the payback period calculations for all the evaluated C/CHP systems. The relationship between the payback period and the size of the system is highlighted. That is, an 'appropriately' sized system will lead to shorter payback periods when compared to an under-sized or over-sized system.
For both the CHP and CCHP systems, the 300 and 400 kWe units had the longest payback period in comparison to all the other units, despite the considerable savings accrued. This is because when an over-sized system is incorporated the sum of the cost increases, leading to longer payback periods. Moreover, whilst this did not occur for any of the examined systems, it is possible that a grossly over-sized system will not qualify for the CCL exemption as the QI and power efficiency will be lowered.
Despite the lower costs, the 60 kWe units had a longer payback period in comparison to the 150 and 200 kWe units because of the significant reductions in total savings which lead to reduced net benefits and longer payback periods. In addition, the need to purchase electricity and rely on supplementary heat from the boilers further decreases the energy and financial benefits.
The 200 kWe CHP and CCHP units had the shortest payback period in comparison to all the other units, suggesting that to obtain maximum financial benefits the 200 kWe system would be the most efficient solution for this hotel.
Between the CHP and CCHP units, the payback period for the CCHP units is longer. Furthermore, the comparison of the net benefits between the CHP and CCHP systems from Figure 7a ,b shows that between the two systems, the CHP system offers a 5% increase in net benefits. This is because of the added capital investment costs and operating costs associated with the absorption chiller for the CCHP units.
Overall, the payback analysis indicates that regardless of which system is selected it is, in fact, cost-effective and will offer financial benefits. Furthermore, the results highlight that looking for a solution with the lowest initial capital investment cost is an inadequate indicator of actual cost effectiveness. Consequently, it is essential that the cost analysis is fully explored so that the true risks and benefits may be investigated, rather than just taking into consideration surface values, such as the initial investment, because this type of analysis does not represent the true financial viability of the measures. 
Conclusions
The main objective of this paper was to compare the performance of CHP and CCHP systems on an existing UK hotel to assess which of the two systems offer the best solution depending on energy, financial, and carbon emissions savings. A simulation model that is simulated with five differently-sized CHP and CCHP systems was presented. The case study used is the Hilton Reading hotel, and the simulation was conducted using TAS software. The baseline model was validated with the actual building data to substantiate the accuracy of the generated model.
The incorporation of both the CHP and CCHP systems contributed to an increase in the energy consumption and a decrease in the carbon emissions. It was also clear that a CCHP system contributed to lower energy consumption values for a similar-sized CHP system, due to the decreased use of the existing chiller. On average, the CHP systems reduced carbon emissions by 32% whilst the CCHP systems led to a 36% decrease.
Simulation of the baseline model and the model with C/CHP systems under different climatic scenarios showed a progressive increase in the energy consumption and carbon emissions of the building. Currently, most of the energy consumption is a result of heating demand, which is expected Energies 2018, 11, 1219 13 of 15 due to the UK's cold-dominant climate. However, because the most optimistic future projections quote an increase in temperatures, it is plausible that there will be a shift from high heating demand to high cooling demand. Therefore, whilst the CHP system was a viable solution under current climatic conditions; if average temperatures do rise, as projected, incorporation of a CHP unit is no longer an advantageous solution. This was clear since the CCHP unit led to a higher building performance under future timelines in comparison to the CHP unit. This, in turn, indicates the CCHP system is more appropriate when incorporated in a building located in a hotter climate/shorter wintry conditions; meanwhile, the CHP system is more efficient with longer periods of wintry conditions. It should also be noted that the type of building being assessed and its 'form' (architectural style, detailing, and material) will contribute to variations in results.
The results of the financial analysis demonstrate the importance of carefully selecting the size of a C/CHP system so that the true benefits can be attained rather than under/oversizing the systems and dealing with energy and cost losses. Based on the payback period, it was also apparent that, from a financial point of view, the 200 kWe system would be the best solution for this hotel.
Overall, selection of a CHP or a CCHP system will depend on several factors, in particular, the heating and cooling demand of the building. A CHP system will be more appropriate and should be incorporated in a building with considerable heating demand and moderate/no cooling demand. On the other hand, a CCHP system will be more appropriate in applications with equally considerable heating and cooling demands, and it is essential that the cooling demand is not omitted.
On a final note, to address the main limitation of the case-study methodology adopted for this paper, further research should focus on the comparison of the systems on several buildings. In this way the influence of architectural design and its significance on the results obtained may be examined. 
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